! HarorLp LEGGETT, PH.D.
SECRETARY

BoBBY JINDAL

GOVERNOR - Rt
State of Louigiana
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
ENYIRONMENTAL SERVICES ‘ .
| |
Certified Mail No.: A | J

5_Agency Interest No. 2448
Activity No.: PER20050002
- Ms. Trinh Tran o -

Tennessee Gas Pipeline ' : !

Post Office Box 2511 . . '

Houston, Texas 77002 i

| F
RE:  Permit PSD-LA-725, Compressor Station 527, Tennessee Gas Plpellne Port Sulphur,
Plaquemines Parish, Lou151ana :

Dear Ms. Tran: » o : I
- |

Enclosed is your permit, PSD-LA-725. Should you have any questions concerning the perm1t,

contact Dan C. Nguyen at 225-219-3118. : ;

1
.

Sincerely,

Cheryl Sonnier Nolan ,
Assistant Secretary

Date !
CSN: DCN , 3 o
<i \

e US EPA Region 6 . ' i

, . i
Post Office Box 4313 » Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70821-4313 » Phone 225-219-3181 « Fax 225-219-3309
' www.deq.louisiana,gov .

{
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' PSD-LA-725

| Al No. 2448 -

t

AUTHORIZATION TO CONSTRUCT AND OPERATE A NEW OR MODIFIED
FACILITY PURSUANT TO THE PREVENTION OF SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION
REGULATIONS IN LOUISIANA ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATORY CODE,

' LAC33:1IL509 - |
In accordance with the provnsnons of the Louisiana EnwronmentaL Repgulatory Code LAC
33 {1.509, i
. ‘ [
Tennessee Gas Pipeline '
Post Office Box 2511

Houston, Texas 77002

|

1

|

i

is authorized to operate the Compressor Station 527 near |
-Port Sulphur |
Plaquemines Parish, Lou151ana o
subject to the emissions llmltatlons monitoring requirements and other conditions set. forth
herelnafter

Signed this_- day of , 2009.

Cheryl Sonnier Nolan i
Assistant Secretary
Office of Environmental Services
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BRIEFING SHEET A
| ‘
COMPRESSOR STATION 527 o
AGENCY INTEREST NO.: 2448
TENNESSEE GAS PIPELINE \
PORT SULPHUR, PLAQUEMINES PARISH, LOU[SIANA

PSD-LA-725 [

!
S

PURPOSE

RECOMMENDATION

b
N
" To obtain a Retroactive PSD permit for the 1998 Flash Gas Recovery Prolect
1
i

i

o

‘ |
Approval of the proposed permit i
i » \
\

REVIEWING AGENCY

Louisiana Department of Env1ronmental Quality, Office of Environmental Services, Air Permits
Division ~ |

l b

L S

Tennessee Gas Plpelme owns and operates the Compressor Station 527 which is classified as a
major source under the PSD regll}llatlons In 1998, Tennessee Gas Plpelme implemented the
Flash Gas Recovery Project at the Compressor Station 527.. The pI‘O_]eCt includes an ‘electric
vapor recovery unit, an electric flash gas compressor unit, a flash gas vessel a flare, and a flash
vessel (converted from the existing . T-13). Vents from the vessels are captured by the vapor
recovery unit or burned at the flare. VOC emissions from Tank T-4 and associated condensate
loading were also increased. Tank T-4 and associated condensate’ loading operations were
damaged -beyond repair dunng Humcane Katrina in 2005 and were removed from service.

Emissions from the pI'O_]eCt in tons; per year are as follows: |

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

'

Pollutant Proposed Contemporaneous Net Change PSD Significance
: Change r Levels
PMyp 0.59 - 0.59] 15
180, 0.05 - - 0.051, 40
- [NOy . 535 - 5.35{| 40
, CcO 2910 - 29.10] | 100
VOC . 11657 - 46.89 +69.68| | 40

N . |

TYPE OF REVIEW

t

|

- |
VOC emissions increased above the PSD significance level and were rev1ewed under the PSD
regulations. '
i
|
|
I
}
I

-

|
|
\
\
!



BRIEFING SHEET

COMPRESSOR STATION 527
AGENCY INTEREST NO.: 2448
TENNESSEE GAS PIPELINE
PORT SULPHUR, PLAQUEMINES PARISH, LOUISIANA
PSD-LA-725 .

BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY

Maintaining the minimum heating value of the combusting gas at 300 BTU per standard cubic
foot and maintaining the presence ‘of a flame at the flare at all the times are determined as BACT
for VOC emissions from the flare.

AIR QUALITY IMPACT ANALYSIS

VOC emissions from the project did not cause or contribute to any National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) exceedances. Air quality analysis and monitoring are not requiied.

ADDITIONAL IMPACTS

Soils, vegeftation,‘and visibility will not be adversely impacted by the project, nor will any Class
I area be affected.

PROCESSING TIME

Application Dated: March 30, 2005
Additional Information Dated: January 18, 2006
Effective Completeness: © April 24, 2007
PUBLIC NOTICE

A notice requesting public comment on the proposed permit was published in The Advocate,
Baton Rouge, and in the XXX, XXX, on XXX, 2009. The notice was also mailed to individuals
and organizations on the mailing list of the facility and published in the Office of Environmental
Services Public Notice Mailing List. The permit application and the proposed permit were
submitted to the XXX Parish Library on XXX, 2009. The proposed permit was submitted to the
US EPA Region 6. All comments will be considered prior to a permit decision.
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PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION SUMMARY
COMPRESSOR STATION 527
AGENCY INTEREST NO.: 2448
TENNESSEE GAS PIPELINE ‘
PORT SULPHUR, PLAQUEMINES PARISH, LOUISIANA
PSD-LA-725, FEBRUARY 17,2009

APPLICANT o : !

1
‘

Tennessee Gas Pipeline
Post Office Box 2511
Houston, Texas 77002

LOCATION ﬁ

‘Compressor Station is located at 26166 US Highway 23 South Port Sulphur, Louisiana

70079. Approximate UTM coordinates are 235.50 kllometers East and 2368.00
kilometers North, Zone 16. - - |

|
|
.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 3

Tennessee Gas Plpehne owns and operates the Compressor Station 527 wh1ch is
classified as a major source under the PSD regulations. In 1998, Tennessee Gas Pipeline
implemented the Flash Gas Recovery Project at the Compressor Station 527. The project
includes an electric vapor recovery unit, an electric flash gas compressor unit, a flash gas
vessel, a flare, and a flash vessel (converted from the existing T-13). Vents from the
vessels are captured by the vapor recovery unit or burned at the flare. VOC emissions
from tank T-4 and associated condensate loading were also increased. However, Tank T-
4 and associated condensate loading operations were damaged beyond repair during
Hurricane Katrina in 2005 and were removed from service. Emissions from the project
in tons per year are as follows: '

Pollutant Proposed| Contemporaneous  Net Change PSD Significance

- , Change . i Levels
PM;p 0.59 - 0.59]' - 15
SO, 0.05 . - 0.05( 40
NOx 5.35 - ©5.35) 40
CO 29:10 - 29.10] 100
VOC 116':57 - 46.89 | +69.68|, 40

SOURCE IMPACT ANALYSIS

" A proposed net increase m the emission rate of a regulated pollutant above de minimis

levels for new major or modified major stationary sources requires review under
Prevention of Significant I Deterioration regulations, LAC 33: III 509. PSD review entails
the followmg analyses:

+

A. A determination of the Best Available Control Technology (BACT);

B. An analysis of the existing air quality and a determination of whether or not
preconstruction or postconstruction monitoring will be required;
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7 PRELIMIN{\RY DETERMINATION SUMMARY

COMPRESSOR STATION 527 ,
AGENCY INTEREST NO.: 2448 '
TENNESSEE GAS PIPELINE '

PORT SULPHUR, PLAQUEMINES PARISH, LOUISIANA
PSD-LA-725, FEBRUARY 17, 2009 '

C. An analysis of the source’s impact on total air quality to ensure comphance with the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS);

[

|
I

An analysis of the PS!Z) increment consumption;

An analysis of the source related growth impacts; ;

D

E

F.  Ananalysis of source: related growth impacts on soils, vegetatlon and visibility;
G. AClassI Area 1mpact analysis; and !

A

BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY §

Under current PSD regulauons an analysis of "top down" BACT is required for the -
control of each regulated pollutant emitted from a modified major source in excess of the
specified significant emission -rates. The top down approach to the BACT process
involves determining the! most stringent control technique avallable for a similar or
identical source. If it can be shown that this level of control is infeasible based on
~ technical, environmental, energy, and/or cost considerations, then it is rejected and the
next most stringent level of control is determined and similarly evaluated. This process
continues until a control level is arrived at which cannot be eliminated for any technical,
environmental, or economic reason. A technically feasible control strategy is one that
has been demonstrated to function efficiently on identical or similar processes.

In 1998, Tennessee Gas Plpelme implemented the Flash Gas Recovery Project which
mcludes an electric vapor, rrecovery unit, an electric flash gas compressor unit, a flash gas
vessel, a flare, and a flash vessel (converted from the existing T-13). Vents from the
vessels aré captured by the vapor recovery unit or burned at the flare. VOC emissions
from the flare will be reviéwed under the PSD regulations. |

The flare is a control device for VOC from the vessels. Adding a device to control VOC
emissions from the flare is not practical. The only option is maximizing the destruction
efficiency of the flare by maintaining the minimum heating value of the combusting gas .
at 300 BTU per standard cubic foot and maintaining the presence of a flame at the flare at

all the times. These are determined as BACT for VOC em15510|ns from the flare.

B. - ANALYSIS OF EXISTING AIR QUALITY

VOC emissions from the flare are less than 100 tons/year, air"quality analysis, including '
dispersion modeling and monitoring is not required. ,

1

C. NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS (NAAQS)
ANALYSIS

VOC emissions from thé flare are less than 100 tons/year; air quality analysis is not
required.




PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION SUMMARY

COMPRESSOR STATION 527
AGENCY INTEREST NO.: 2448 ‘
TENNESSEE GAS PIPELINE
PORT SULPHUR, PLAQUEMINES PARISH, LOUISIANA
PSD-LA-725, FEBRUARY 17, 2009

D. PSD INCREMENT ANALYSIS

VOC emissions from the flare are less than 100 tons/year; air quality analysis 1s not
required. :

E. SOURCE RELATED GROWTH IMPACTS.

Secondary growth effects of the project are minimal.

F. SOILS, VEGETATION, AND VISIBILITY IMPACTS

There will be no significant impact on soils, vegetation and visibility.

G. CLASS I AREA IMPACTS

‘The project is not expected to have any impact on the Breton National Wildlife Area.

H.  TOXIC IMPACT

The selection of control technology based on the BACT analysis included consideration
of contro! of toxic emissions.

CONCLUSION

The Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality, Office of Environmental Services,
has made a preliminary determination to approve the retroactive PSD permit for
Tennessee Gas Pipeline’s Compressor Station 527 near Port Sulphur, Plaquemines
Parish, Louisiana, subject to the attached specific and general conditions. In the event of
a discrepancy in the provisions found in the application and those in this Preliminary
Determination Summary, the Preliminary Determination Summary shall prevail.

¢
1
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SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

COMPRESSOR STATION 527 i
AGENCY INTEREST NO.: 2448
TENNESSEE.GAS PIPELINE i

PORT SULPHUR, PLAQUEMINES PARISH, LOUISIANA
' PSD-LA-725 !

The permittee is authorized to operate in conformity with the s!peciﬁcations submitted to
the Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality (LDEQ) as analyzed in LDEQ's
document entitled "Preliminary Determination Summary" dated February 17, 2009 and
subject to the following emission limitations. Specifications submitted are contained in
the application and Emissions Inventory Questionnaire dated March 30, 2005, as well as
additional information dated January 18, 2006. ' !

MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE VOC EMISSION.RATES

EQT ID/EIQ) Capacity ‘, lbs/hr tons/yr

EQT003 Flare . 1 30299 51.77

Permittee shall maintain minimum heat content of the flare gas at 300 BTU/scf. The heat
content of the flare gas shall be determined annually. Records of the heat content of the
flare gas shall be maintained on site and available for 1nspect10n by the Office of
Environmental Compliance, Surveillance Division.

+

Permittee shall maintain the presence of a flame at the flare at all the times. The presence
of the flame shall be monitored continuously. Records of the presence of the flame shall
be maintained on site and available for inspection by Ofﬁce of Environmental
Compliance, Surveillance DIVISIOI’I

b
|
|
\
I
\
1

i
i
i
i
|
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LOUISIANA AIR EMISSION PERMIT
GENERAL CONDITIONS

This permit is issued on the basis of the emissions reported in the application for approval of
emissions and in no way guarantees that the design scheme presented will be capable of controlling
the emissions to the type and quantities stated. Failure to install, properly operate and/or maintain all
proposed control measures and/or equipment as specified in the application and supplemental
information shall be con51dered a violation of the permit and LAC 33:111.501. If the emissions are
determined to be greater than those allowed by the permit (e.g. durmg the shakedown period for

- new or modified equipment) or if proposed control measures and/or equipment are not installed or

do not perform according to de51gn efficiency, an appllcatlon to' modify the permit must be
submitted. All terms and conditions of this permit shall remain in effect unless and until revised by
the permitting authority.

. :
The permittee is subject to all applicable provisions of the Louisiana Air Quality Regulations.
Violation of the terms and conditions of the permit constitutes a violation of these regulations.

The Emission Rates for Criteria Pollutants, Emission Rates for TAP/HAP‘& Other Pollutants,
and Specific Requirements sections or, where included, Emission Inventory Questionnaire sheets

. establish the emission limitations and are a part of the permit. Any operating limitations are noted

in the Specific Requirements or, where included, Tables 2 and 3 of the permit. The synopsis is
based on the application and Emlssmn Inventory Questlonnalre dated March 30, 2005 as well as
additional information dated Jalnuary 18, 2006. ‘

This permit shall become invalid for the sources not constructed, if:

A. Construction 1s not commenced or binding agreements or contractual obligations to
' undertake a program of construction-of the project are not entered into, within two (2) years
(18 months for PSD permits) after issuance of this permit, or;

B. If construction is discontinued for a period of two (2) years (1 8 months for PSD permits) or
more. : . , :

The administrative authorlty may extend this time period upon a satisfactory showing that an
extension is justified. |

| :
This prov1s1on does not apply to the time period between construction of the approved phases of a
phased construction project. However, each phase must commence construction within two (2)
years (18 months for PSD permits) of its projected and approved commencement date.

The permittee shall submit semiannual reports of progress outlmlng the status of construction,
noting any design changes, modifications or alterations in the construction schedule which have or
may have an effect on the emission rates or ambient air quality levels These reports shall continue
to be submitted until such time as construction is certified as being complete Furthermore, for any
significant change in the design, prior approval shall be obtained from the Office of Environmental
Services, Air Permits Division. _ : l

l

The permittee shall notify the Department of Environmental Quahty, Ofﬁce of Environmental
Services, Air Permits Division within ten (10) calendar days from the date that construction is
certified as complete and the est1mated date of start-up of Operatlon The apprOprlate Reglonal
Office shall also be so notified within the same time frame.

10/23/2008
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LOUISIANA AIR EMISSION PERMIT
GENERAL CONDITIONS -

Any emissions testing performed for purposes of demonstrating compliance with the limitations set
forth in paragraph III shall be conducted in accordance with the methods described in the Specific
Conditions and, where included, Tables 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 of this permit. Any deviation from or
modification of the methods used for testing shall have prior approval from the Office of
Environmental Assessment, Air Quality Assessment Division.

The emission testing described in paragraph VII above, or established in the specific conditions of
this permit, shall be conducted within sixty (60) days after achieving normal production rate or after
the end of the shakedown period, but in no event later than {80 days after initial start-up (or restart-
up after modification). The Office of Environmental Assessment, Air Quality Assessment Division
shall be notified at least (30) days prior to testing and shall be given the opportunity to conduct a
pretest meeting and observe the emission testing. The test results shall be submitted to the Air
Quality Assessment Division within sixty (60) days after the complete testing. As required by LAC
33:111.913, the permittee shall provide necessary sampling ports in ‘stacks or ducts and such other
safe and proper sampling and testing facilities for proper determination of the emission limits.

The permittee shall, within 180 days after start-up and shakedown of each project or unit, report to
the Office of Environmental' Compliance, Enforcement Division any significant difference in
operating emission rates as compared to those limitations specified in paragraph III. This report
shall also include, but not be limited to, malfunctions and upsets. A permit modification shall be
submitted, if necessary, as required in Condition I

The permittee shall retain records of all information resulting from monitoring activities and
information indicating operating parameters as specified in the specific conditions of this permit for
a minimum of at least five (5) years.

If for any reason the permittee does not comply with, or will not be able to comply with, the
emission limitations specified in this permit, the permittee shall provide the Office of Environmental
Compliance, Enforcement Division with a written report as specified below.

A. A written report shall' be submitted within 7 days of any emission in excess of permit
requirements by an amount greater than the Reportable. Quantity established for that
pollutant in LAC 33.1.Chapter 39.

B. A written report shall-be submitted within 7 days of the initial occurrence of any emission in
excess of permit requirements, regardless of the amount, where such emission occurs over a
period of seven days or longer.

C. A written report shall be submitted quarterly to address all emission limitation exceedances
not included in paragraphs A or B above. The schedule for submittal of quarterly reports
shall be no later than the dates specified below for any emission limitation exceedances
occurring during the corresponding specified calendar quarter:

1. Report by June 30 to cover January through March

2 Report by September 30 to cover April through June

3. Report by December 31 to cover July through September
4 Report by March 31 to cover October through December

form_7030_r16 ' 9
10/23/2008
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XIIL

XIV.

LOUISIANA AIR EMISSION PERMIT |
GENERAL CONDITIONS. :

D. Each report submitied' in accordance with this condition shall contain the following
information:

i
|

1
]
!

1. Déscription of noncomplying emission(s);

2. Cause of noncompliance;
3. Anticipated time the noncompliance is expected to contmue or if corrected the
~ duration of the penod of noncompliance;
4. Steps taken by the permittee to reduce and f:hmmate the noncomplying emissions;
and
5. Steps taken by the permittee to prevent recurrences of the noncomplying emissions.
| .
E. Any written report submitted in advance of the timeframes specified above, in accordance

with an applicable regulation, may serve to meet the reporting requirements of this condition
provided all information specified above is included. For Part 70 sources, reports submitted
in accordance with Part 70 General Condition R shall serve to meet the requirements of this
condition provided all specified information is included. Reporting under this condition does
not relieve the permittee from the reporting requirements of any applicable regulation,
including LAC 33.1.Chapter 39, LAC 33.]11.Chapter 9, and LAC 33.111.5107.

Permittee shall aliow the authorized officers and employees of the Department of Environmental
Quality, at all reasonable times and upon presentation of identification, to:

A. Enter upon the perm@tteé's premises where regulated facilities are located, regulated
activities are conducted or where records required under this permit are kept;

B. Have access to and copy any records that are required to, be kept under the terms and
conditions of this permit, the Louisiana Air Quality Regulations, or the Act;

C. Inspect any facilities, equipment (including monitoring: methods and an operation and
maintenance inspection), or operations regulated under this permit' and

D. Sample or monitor, for'the purpose of assuring compliance w1th this permit or as otherwise
authorized by the Act 'or regulations adopted thereunder, any substances or parameters at
. any location.

If samples are taken under Section XILD. above, the officer or employee obtaining such samples
shall give the owner, operator or agent in charge a receipt describing the sample obtained. If
requested prior to leaving the premises, a portion of each sample equal in volume or weight to the
portion retained shall be given to the owner, operator or agent in charge. If an analysis is made of
such sampies, a copy of the analysm shall be furnished promptly to the owner, operator or-agency in
charge. : -

The permittee shall allow authorized officers and employees of the Department of Environmental
Quality, upon presentation of identification, to enter upon the pen"nittee's premises to investigate
potential or atleged violations of the Act or the rules and regulations adopted thereunder. In such
investigations, the permittee shall be notified at the time entrance is requested of the nature of the
suspected violation. Inspections under this subsection shall be limited to the aspects of alleged
violations. However, this shall not in any way preclude prosecution of all violations found.

form_7030_r16 ; 10 *
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XVL

XVIIL

XVIIL

XIX.

LOUISIANA AIR EMISSION PERMIT
GENERAL CONDITIONS

The permittee shall comply Wit]:l the reporting requirements speciﬁed}under LAC 33:[11.919 as well
as notification requirements spegified under LAC 33:111.927. ’ ‘

In the event of any change in ownership of the source described in this permit, the permittee and the
succeeding owner shall notlfy{ the Office of ‘Environmental Services in accordance with LAC
33:1.Chapter 19.Facility Name and Ownership/Operator Changes Process.

‘Very small emissions to the air resulting from routine operations, that are predictable, expected,

periodic, and quantifiable and that are submitted by the permitted facility and approved by the Air
Permits Division are considered authorized discharges. Approved activities are noted in the General
Condition XVII Activities List of this permit. To be approved as an authonzed discharge, these very

small releases must: i

1. Generally be less than 5 TPY \ i

2. Be less than the minimum emission rate (MER)

3. Be scheduled daily, weekly, monthly, etc., or :

4 Be necessary prior to - plant startup or after shutdown [line or compressor
pressuring/depressuring{for example]

These releases are not included in the permit totals because they are small and will have an
in.éigniﬁcant impact on air quality. This general condition does not authorize the maintenance of a
nuisance, or a danger to public health and safety. The permitted facility must comply W1th all
applicable requirements, including release reporting under LAC 33 L 3901

Provisions of this permit may be appealed in writing pursuant 0 La. R.S. 30:2024(A) within 30
days from receipt of the permit. Only those provisions specifically appealed will be suspended by a
request for hearing, unless the secretary or the assistant secretary elects to suspend other provisions .
as well. Construction cannot proceed except as specifically approved by the secretary or assistant
secretary. A request for hearing must be sent to the following:

Attention: Office of the Secretary, Legal Services D1v1510r1
La. Dept. of Environmental Quality
Post Office Box 4302 '

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70821-4302

For Part 70 sources, certain Part 70 general conditions may duphcate or conflict with state
general conditions. To the extent that any Part 70. COI‘ldlthnS conflict with state general
conditions, then the Part 70 general conditions control. To the extent that any Part 70 general
conditions duplicate any state general condmons then such state and Part 70 provisions will be
enforced as if there is only one condition rather than two cond1t101ns

+

form_7030_r16 _ . 11
10/23/2008 - '
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Tennessee
Gas Pipaline

Moo e

January 18, 2006

.Dr. Chuck Carr Brown

Assistant Secretary

Office of Environmental Services |

Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality

P.0. Box 4313
Baton Rouge, La. 70821-4313 &

RE:  Request for Administrative Amendment
Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company — Compressor Station 527
Title V Permit No. 1260-00020-V1, Agency Interest No. 2448

Dear Dr. Brown:

162 1id €2 N¥r 9oL

The Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company (TGP) owns and operates Compressor Station 527 in Port
Sulphur, Louisiana in Plaquemines Parish. In March 2005, TGP submitted an Application for
Minor Modification to the Title V Permit for the proposed Liquids Handling and VOC Emissions
Control Project, which consists of the installation of a new liquid separator and modifications to
storage and transfer equipment’. In addition to the proposed project, TGP also presented PSD
analyses for two historical projects with the March 2005 application. During a permit review
meeting on August 19, 2005% the LDEQ requested revisions in the PSD methodology utilized to
estimate the project related emission increases for the two historical projects®. Due to time
constraints associated with the proposed Liquids Handling and VOC Emissions Control Project,
the LDEQ proposed to process the proposed project separately from the revised PSD analyses

- and subsequently, issued a minor modification to the Title V permit on September 13, 2005

authorizing the proposed project: As discussed during the August 19" meeting, TGP was to
submit the revised PSD - analyses for the historical projects according to the discussed
methodology and present the findings via an Administrative Amendment Request.

TGP is submitting this request for Administrative Amendment to the Title V Permit to présent
the revised PSD analyses for the 1995 LACT Installation and the 1998 Flash Gas Recovery
Project. In specific, TGP requests the referenced Title V Permit be amended to reflect air

! Modifications include the installation of a therma! oxidizer to control emissions associated with truck loading
operations and replacement of the existing condensate storage tank with a new condensate storage tank to be
equipped with a natural gas blanket system with sufficient pressure above the condensate liquid to prevent VOC
vapors from escaping to the atmosphere.

? Attendees included Mr. Kermit Wittenburg (LDEQ Permit Writer) and Mr. Bryan Johnston (PSD permit lead) of the
LDEQ and Ms. Trinh Tran (TGP} and Mr. Jeff McMenis (URS-consultant).

¥ Specifically, the LDEQ requested that emissions authorized by the 1996 Title V permit, utilized in determining
creditable emissions, be revised from the 1996 emission calculation methodology to the current methodology for
estimating actual and potential emissions.

Tennessee Gas Pipeline

1001 Louisiana Street  Houston, Tewas 17002
PO Box 2511 Houston, Texas 77252251
187124202131

n.-D30
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Dr. Chuck Brown
January 18, 2006
Page 2 of 2

permitting activities for the 1995 and 1998 historical projects are deemed satisfactory and

complete upon amendment. Additionally, TGP requests the permit reflects that Best Available-

Control Technology (BACT) to fulfill VOC control requirements under PSD requirements for the
1998 Flash Gas Recovery Project has been satisfied for the project related emission sources as
identified in Table 4 of this submittal.

The attached request for Administrative Amendment inctudes the following:

a. Application text summarizing proposed changes to PSD analyses for the two historical
projects; and,

b. Attachment A containing revised PSD Analyses to reflect the proposed changes in
methodology.

TGP respectfully requests LDEQ to review the attached request for Administrative Amendment
and incorporate the proposed changes into the Title V permit accordingly. A check in the
amount of $300 is attached as fee payment as required under Chapter 201 of the Louisiana
Administrative Code.

If you have any questions regarding this submission, please feel free to call me at (713) 420-
7931.

Smcerely,

Trmh Tran
Principal Environmental Engineer

cc wfout attachment:
Harold Leggett, LDEQ Enforcement Division

cc w/attachment:
Compressor Station 527 Files/Air File (AQ 19.0)
Houston Environmental Files / LA / Station 527 / Title V Permit Application
Kermit Wittenburg, LDEQ Air Permits Division, via email
Rae Donaldson, Houma
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_— Request-for-Administrative Amendment-for
Tennessee Gas Pipeline Compressor Station 527

A. Background

The Tennessee Gas Pipeline (TGP) owns and operates a natural gas compressor station, Compressor
Station 527, located in Port Sulphur, Louisiana. The compressor station is currently operating under
Title V federal operating permit (Title V Permit No. 1260-00020-V1), which was issued in September
2005 based on representations in the March 2005 Title V Permit Modification Application and
subsequent information submitted in August 2005, In addition to pr&senﬁng' emission estimates for
the proposed Liquids Handling and VOC Emissions Control Project, the March 2005 Title V Permit
Modification Application also presented PSD analyses for historical projects conducted at the facility.
With this request for Administrative Amendment, TGP is presenting revised emission estimates and
PSD applicability analyses for the two historical projects based on guidance received from the LDEQ
permitting staff. Additional details are provided in the following sections,

B. Historical Projects

1. 1995 LACT Installation . )
In 1995, TGP installed a second LACT unit in the truck loading area which enabled parallel truck
loading operations from storage tank T-4.! The purpose of the project was to provide an
alternative for truck loading operations during downtime of the existing LACT unit and also to
increase the Station’s capability to remove natural gas liquids (condensate and saltwater) during
pigging operations. Although the LACT unit is itself not an emissions source, its installation
resuited in increased truck loading capability and therefore, associated potential emissions of
VvOC. ‘

2, 1998 Flash Gas Recovery. Pro;ect
In 1998, TGP proposed and received authorization from the LDEQ? to initiate the Flash Gas
Recovery Project to reduce flash emissions at the facility. The pro;;ect consisted of the
installation of the following equipment;

. One (1) 75 hp electric Vapor Recover Unit = C-1;

. One (1) 200 hp elect‘ric Flash Gas Compressor unit — C-2;

. One (1) 20,000 bbl Flash Gas Vesse! - T-74;

. One (1) B0 MMBtu/hr flare — FL-1A

Additionally, the 10,000 bbl condensate tank (T-13) was converted to a flash vessel (T-6), the
emissions from which are controlled by either routing to the installed flash recovery equipment
or routing to the new 80 MMBtu/hr flare. The previous 1.8 MMBtu/hr flare ceased operation
upon installation of the new flare; however, it has not been removed from the facility. The
project’s scope also included the replacement of storage tank T-3, which was condemned due to
corrosion with a 1,000 bbl tank identified as T-3A.  As Tank T-3A stores saltwater, it qualifies
as an Insignificant Activity exempt from permitting activity under Table A.10 of LAC
33:1I1.501.B.5. Additional information is provided in Section IILG. It should be noted that

L LACT units facilitate the transfer of VOC products from storage tanks (such as Tank-T4) to tanker trucks.
2 Small Source Permit No. 2240-00009-01 Issued on August 17, 1998,
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the project enabled a reduction in actual emissions with a corresponding benefit to the
environment via 100% contro! of flash gas from tanks T-6, T-7A and replacement of the plant
flare.

C. Revised Retroactive PSD Analysis

In the March 2005 application, TGP presented a PSD analysis identifying the 1995 LACT Instaliation
and the Flash Gas Recovery Project as major modifications for PSD as estimated emission increases
for VOC for both projects were determined to be above the applicable PSD threshold of 40 tpy.
TGP based this determination on its understanding of PSD regulations and best available data at the
time of submittal. As part of the permitting review process, the LDEQ reviewed the PSD analysis
and requested revisions in the methodology utilized to estimate the project related emission
increases®. Specifically, the LDEQ requested that emissions authorized by the 1996 Title V permit,
utilized in determining creditable emissions, be revised from the 1996 emission calculation
methodology to the current methodalogy for estimating actua! and potential emisslons, TGP has
incorporated the LDEQ's recommendations and revised the PSD analyses for both historical projects.
Additional details related to the revisions are described in the following sections,

1. LACT Installation

In the March 2005 Title V Permit Modification Application, TGP identified the LACT Installation as
a major modification as the estimated net VOC emission increases were determined to be above
the PSD threshold of 40 tpy.  Utilizing the revised PSD methodology specified by the LDEQ, the
1995 LACT Installation is not consideréd a major modification as project refated emission
increases were determined to be below the applicable PSD thresholds. As such, further review
under the PSD regulations (i.e., PSD netting analysis, BACT determination, ambient air analysis,
etc.) is not warranted, Attachment A contains the revised estimates of emission increases for
the 1995 LACT Installation. The project related emission increases from this project are
summarized in Table 1.

Table 1
LACT Installation PSD Threshold Comparison
PSD Significance Project Related Netting Analysis

Threshold Emissions Increase Required?

Pollutant ____(apyY) (TPY) (Yes/No)
co 100 0 No
NOx 40 0 No
PM/PM,4 25/15 0 No
SO, 40 0 ‘No
vQoC 40 13.61 No

2. Flash Gas Recovery Project
In the March 2005 Title V Permit Modification Application, TGP identified the Flash Gas Recovery
Project as 8 major modification as the estimated net emission increases were determined to be

above the PSD threshold of 40 tpy.

Utilizing the revised PSD methodology recommended by

} The request for revisian occurmed during a meeting on August 19, 2005 with the LDEQ permit writer and PSD expert, Mr. Kermit
Wwittenberg and Mr. Bryan Johnston, respectively, and Ms. Trinh Tran (TGP) and Mr. Jeff McMenis (URS-consultant).
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the LDEQ, a Netting Analysis | fg_r,;\l_qcﬂis"tequined,_as_,t}le_project,relatedWemission_ increases due to
the Flash Gas Recovery Project were determined to be above the applicable PSD threshold of 40
tpy. As CO, NOx, PM, and SO, project related emission increases are determined to be below
the PSD Significance Thresholds, further analysis (i.e., PSD netting analysis) for these poliutants
is not warranted. Attachment A contains the revised estimates of emission increases for the
Flash Gas Recovery Project. The revised project related emission increases from this project are
summarized in Table 2. i » ' '
Table 2
Flash Gas Recovery Project PSD Threshold Companson

PSD Significance Project Related | Netting Analysis

7 Threshold Emissions Increase . Required?

Pollutant : (TPY) {TPY) ! (Yes/No)
co 100 29.10 . No
NOy 40 5.35 : No
PM/PMyo 25/15 , 0.59 . No
S0, '40 - 0.05 : No
VvOoC 140 116.57 - i Yes

The contemporaneous VOC emission increases were determined in 'the same manner as
described in the March 2005 Titie V Permit Modification Application. Table 3 summarizes the
VOC emission changes that have occurred during the contemporanedus period, defined as
August 1993 (five years prior to commencement of construction in August 1998) through March
1999 (start up of operation), including the emission increases and emission decreases from the
1998 Flash Gas Recovery Project, the LACT Installation and 1998 storage tank replacement as
these projects occurred during the defined contemporaneous period. In summary, the Flash Gas
Recovery Project emission increases plus the creditable, contemporaneous emissions changes is

‘compared to the applicable threshold specified by PSD regulations, As|shown in Table 3, the

c:alr.ulated net emission changes for the project were determined to result in a net increase
above the PSD significance threshold for VOC; conseguently, the 1998 Flash Gas Recovery
Project should be considered a major modification. f .

: Table 3
Flash Gas Recovery Project
Contemporaneous VOC Emission Changes

. Net voC
Date of ; : Emlssmns Increase
Start-up | Project Name (tpy)
March 1999 Flash Gas Recovery Project 56.06"
January 1998 Used Oil Tank Replacement _ [nsigniﬁcznf

?The Hash Gas Recovery Project had project related emission increases of 116.56 tpy. Creditable emission decreases for the

project equal 60.50 tpy. Accordingly the net VOC emissions increase equals to 56.06. Additional details are provided in Attachment

A.

|

* This tank qualifies as insignificant under LAC 5()1 8.5 and therefore was exempt from permitting activities. Emissions assodisted
with the Installation are considered negligible with no regulatory applicability and therefore are not considered creditable changes
toward the contemporaneous period.
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Net VOC
Date of Emissions Increase
Start-up Project Name - (tpy)
August 1995 LACT Installation ' 13.61
Tatal 69.67

Although the net VOC emission increases have been revised based on the guidance provided by
the LDEQ permitting staff, the determination that the 1998 Flash Gas Recovery Project should
be considered a major modification is consistent with the findings in the March 2005 Title V
Permit Modification Application.  Further review under the PSD regulations (i.e., BACT
determination, ambient air analysis, etc.) is presented in the following sections.

a. VOC PSD Requirements

Federal PSD regulations (40 CFR 52) and Louisiana PSD regulations (LAC 33:111.509) require
that a Best Available Contro! Technology (BACT) analysis, Air Quality Analysis and an
Additional Impact Analysis be performed for each pollutant, which exceeds the PSD
significance threshold. The following sections document the results of these analyses.

. VOC BACT Analysis

Any major stationary source or major modification subject to PSD must conduct an

analysis to ensure the implementation of BACT. The requirement to conduct a BACT

analysis can be found in the Clean Air Act itself,® in the federal regulations implementing
| the PSD program,’ in the regulations governing federal approval of State PSD programs,®

and in the SIP of the various states.” BACT is defined as

...an emission fimitation (including a visible emissions standard) based on the
maximum degree of reduction for each poliutant subject to regulation under
the Clean Air Act which would be emitted from any proposed major
stationary source or major modification which the Administrator, on a case-
bycase basis, taking into account energy, environmental, and economic
impacts and other costs, determines is achievable for such source or
modification through application of production processes or available
methods, systems, and techniques, including fuel cleaning or treatment or
innovative fuel combustion techniques for control of such pollutant.”

© CAA Section 165(a)(4).

7 See, 8.9., 40 CFR § 52.21(j),

8 cep e.q., 40 CFR § 51.166(1).

% 40 CFR Part 52, Subpart A - Subpart FFF,
© 40 CFR §52.21 (j).
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The -BACT-requirement-applies to.each individual-new-or-modified- affected. emissions unit

and potfutant emitting activity-from which a net emissions increase occurs'”, Individual
BACT determinations are performed on a unit-by-unit, pollutant-by-pollutant basis."
detailed in Table 3, the Flash Gas Recovery Project warrants BACT analy51s because the
net emissions increase from the project were determined to exceed the significant
emission rates for VOC established in 40 CFR 52.21(bY(23)(i). .

On December 1, 1987 the U.S. EPA Assistant Administrator for Air and Radiation issued
memorandum that implemented certain program initiatives to improve the effectiveness

of the PSD and NSR programs within the confines of existing regulations and SIp. .

Among the nitiatives waé a “top-down” approach for determining BACT. In brief, the
top-down process requires that all available control technologies be ranked in
descending order of control effectiveness.'* The most stringent or “top” control option is
per se BACT unless the' applicant demonstrates, and- the permitting authority in its
informed opinion agrees,’ that energy, environmental, andfor economic impacts justify
the conclusion that the most stringent control option is not achievable in that case.'
Upon careful and considered elimination of the most stringent contro! option based upon
energy, environmental, and/or economic considerations the  next most stringent
alternative is evaluated in the same manner $ This procedure continues until BACT is
selected Y The five steps i in a BACT evaluatlon can be summanzed as follows:

1. Identlfy potentially appllcable control technologies; l

. Eliminate technicalty |nfeas1ble control technologies;

2
3. Rank the remaining contml technologies based on emission reductxon potent;al
4

. Evaluate the ranked controls based upon energy, enwronmental, andfor economic
considerations; and

!
; i
5. Select BACT. | ;
a. VOC BACT Analysas !
This section presents a BACT analysis for the followmg sources, which were
modified/instailled as part of the Flash Gas Recovery Project: T-4 and T-13 storage
tanks, T-7A flash vessel, and FL-1A flare. These sources are subject to BACT review
for each of the pollutants that the netting analysis indicated the PSD significance

threshold was exceeded (i.e., VOC). |

Table 4 presents a summary of the proposed BACT for the sources modified or
installed as part of the Flash Gas Recovery Project. ;

. ) : |
l } i

1.5, EPA, New Source Review Workshop Maruat: Prevention of Significant Deterioration and Norattainment Area Permitting
(Drait), Research Triangte Park (1990) at B2 (hereinafter "PSD Manual")

llm

13 See generally U.S. EPA, Office of Air ant Radiation, Memorangum from J.C. Rotter to the Regional Admmfstmtors Wash:ngton

D.C. (December 1987).

1% pop Marual at B2.

15 m .
16 pot) Manuat at B2, '
17 m
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Table 4

Flash Gas Recovery Project
VOC BACT Summary
Source ID
Number Source Description Pollutant | Control Technology/Work Practice
‘ Conversion to Flash Vessel T-6; Control via

T-13 Condensate Storage Tank vOC compression and reinjection {100% control)

or Alternatively, route to flare (98% control)'®

Control via compression and reinjection
T-7A Fash Vessel voc (100%} or Alternatively, route to flare (98%

control)

Replacement with similar storage capacity
T-4 Conden;ate Storage Tank vOoC storage tank T-4A
FL-1A Facility Flare voC 98% control efficlency

{1) Condensate Storage Tank VOC BACT

The condensate storage tank T-4 was modified as part of the Flash Gas Recovery
Project. Under current operating scenarios, VOC emissions from condensate storage
tank T-4 at Compressor Station 527 are a result of breathing and working losses
during normal storage vessel operations. The T-4 condensate storage tank is
proposed to be dismantled and deleted with this application; as such, controls are
not proposed for the storage vessel. It should be noted that a similar capacity
storage tank will be installed as part of the Liquids Handling and VOC Emissions
Control Project to replace T-4. Emissions from the new storage tank will be
controlied via a nitrogen gas blanket system.

As part of the 1998 Flash Gas Recovery Project, condensate storage tank T-13 was
converted to Flash Vessel T-6. A Vapor Recovery Compressor (C-1)-routes vapors
from the Flash Vessel to either the C-2 Flash Gas Compressor for injection into the
natural gas pipeline or to the flare for control.  Conversion to Flash Vessel T-6 with
recovery of vapors via the C-2 Compressor or control of vapors via the FL-1A flare is
proposed as BACT for condensate storage tank T-13.

(2) Flash Vesse! VOC BACT

As part of the 1998 Flash Gas Recovery Project, Flash Vessel T-7A was installed at
Station 527. The C-1 Compressor routes vapors from the Flash Vessel to either the
C-2 Compressor for reinjection into the natural gas pipeline or to the flare for
control. Recovery of vapors via the C-2 Compressor or control of vapors via the FL-
1A flare is proposed as BACT for Flash Vessel T-7A.

(3)  Flare VOC BACT
The facility flare (FL-1A) was installed at the facility in 1998 to replace the
undersized existing flare. The FL-1A flare is sufficiently sized to control flash vapors

18 Vapors are routed to flare during downtime of flash gas compresslon equipment or when capadity af compresston equipment is

exceeded.
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events. The flare has a destruction efficiency of 98% which is proposed as BACT for
emission sources T-6'and T-7A.

ii, VOC Air Quality and V'snbmty Analyses

The PSD regulations require that the permittee ensure that the impacts of a proposed
PSD project do not negahvely impact the air quality and/or the visibility of the
surrounding area. In accordance with Table C-4 of the New Source Review Workshop
Manual (October 1990) and the LDEQ Air Quality Modeling Procedures, an ambient
impact analysis is required for net increases of 100 tpy of VOC to demonstrate
compliance with the ozone NAAQS. The Flash Gas Recovery did not result in emission
increases exceeding 100-tpy VOC, As such, an ambient impact analysns is not required
for the Flash Gas Recovew Project. ;

ili. VOC Additional Impact Analysis

Impacts on commercial and residential growth in the surrounding area due to the Flash
Gas Recovery Project al‘re considered negligible. Although the Flash Gas Recovery
Project did involve the addition of a 20,000 bbl storage tank and the replacement of the
facility flare, TGP believes that the effect on air quality due to; res:denttal growth was
minimal. , i

Additiona!ly, the PSD draft guidelines prescribe that the potential impacts of the
proposed project on the soils and vegetation In the vicinity of the facility should be
considered. As the monitored ozone concentrations at the New Orleans area monitoring
sites demonstrate that a NAAQS violation did not occur prior to or after the project, the
impacts on soil and vegetation in the area surrounding Comp?essor Station 527 are
considered negligible. In addition, the LDEQ has concluded that Louisiana does not have
soil types that would be oon5|dered sensitive to ooncentratlons of critera pollutants that
are less than the NAAQS !
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TGP Station 527
Port Sulphur, Louisiana

1995 LACT Installation - VOC PSD Analysis

1
A -

Calculatioris prepared by: Jeff McMenis
Date: Qctober 2005

Discussion
The surnmary table presented below presents the PSD analysis far the 1995 installation of the second LACT unit.

This PSD analysis utilizes 1993 and 1994 as the baseline years as these are the two preceding years to the
installation. As throughputs for those years were not available, emissions based on 1985 liquid throughputs have
been recalculated and utilized instead. Potental emissions have been recalculated based on the liquid throughputs
stated in the 1996 Title V permit and the updated methodology utilized in estimating the past actual emissions. Note
that the Creditable Actual VOC Emissions have been determined based on guidance from the LDEQ permit writer in
that the 1996 Title V emissions should be compared to actuat emissions in the determination of baseline creditable
emissions, }

1993/1994 VOC ‘ Creditable Net VOC
Actual Average | Permitted VOC | Potential VOC | Actual VOC. Emissions
Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissions Increase
Source ID (tpy)' (tpy)’ (tpy)° (tpy)* (tpy)
T-4 26.57 '+ 24.48 24.48 24.48 0.00
LOAD 8.64 22.25 22.25 B.64 - 13.61
| .Project Related Increases (tpy): 13.61
- Project Related Decreases (tpy): 0.00
PSD Significance Threshold (tpy): 40.00
Is Project Significant for vOC? NO

'1993 and 1994 annual emissions were not available and therefore, emissions were estimated based on 1995 liquid
throughput. As liquid throughputs rose throughout the 1990s, utilizing 1995 data provides a8 best-case estimate of
emissions for 1993/1994. Note that the utitization of 1995 throughput does not alter the determination that emission
increases do not exceed the PSD Significance Threshold.

? This project occurred prior to the Louisiana Title V Air Permit Program (i.e., grandfathered sources). At the time of
the project, these sources did not operate under a state operating permit and allowable emissions had not been
established. Based on guidance from the LDEQ permitting staff, Title v permitted emissions (which have been
recalculated to be consistent with the updated calculation methodology) should be utilized in estimating the allowable
emissions and in comparison against actual emissions for determination of creditable emissions.

* Based on guidance from the LDEQ permitting staff, potential emissions are based on the liquid throughputs
specified in the 1996 Title V permit and are estimated utilizing the updated calculation methodology employed in

estumatmg baseline emissions.
If actual emissions are above the permitted emission rates, only the permitted rates can be credited as past actua!

emissions,

Revised PSD LACT Analysis




TGP Station 527
Port Sulphur, Louislana
Flash Gas Recovery Project -VOC PSD Analysis

Caleulations prepared by: Jeff McMenis
Date: Octaber 2005

Discussign

The sumimary table presented below presents the PSD analysis for the August 1998 Flash Gas Recavery Project.
This retroactive PSD analysis utilizes 1996 and 1997 as the baseline years as these are the two preceding years o
on-site construction.  In instances where the past actual emissions have been recalculated using the updated
methodology (T-4 storage tank, the T-6/T-13 storage tank, and loading emissions), the permitted emissions have
also been recatculated based on the updated methodology and operating rates stated in the 1996 Title V permit.
The past actual emissions for the T-4 and T-13 storage tanks, the flare, and truck loading activities exceed the
recalculated aflowable emissions; therefore, in accordance with PSD guidance as outtined in the New Source Review
Manual (October 1990}, the creditable baseline emissions for these sources are the allowable emission rates.
Potential emissions have been recalcutated based on the liquid throughputs experienced in 1939, which are the
highest liquid throughputs on record. At a minimum, the potential to emit for the two storage tanks and truck
loading would be equal to emissions associated with that liquid throughput.

1996 Title V Creditable
1996/1997 VOC | Permitted vOC Actual VOC Net VOC
Source | Actual Average Emissions Potential VOC Emissions Emissions
ID | Emissions (tpy)' (tpy)’ Emissions {tpy)’ {tpy)’ Increase (tpy)
T-3 ~ 65 8.72 0 6.5 -6.5
T-3a N/A N/A - - -
T-4 44.76 24.48 63.36 24 48 38.88
T-13/1-6 35565 53.61 0 53.61 -53.61
FL-1 285 039 0 0.3 0.3%
LOAD 2497 22.25 88.93 22.25 66.68
FL-1A N/A N/A 11.01 0 11.01.
Project Related Increases (tpy): 116.57
Project Related Decreases {tpy): -60.50
PSD Significance Threshold (tpy): 40.00
Is Project Significant for vOC? YES

' 1996 and 1997 annua! emissions were recakulated based on the updated calculation methodology. Note that
emissions for T-3 were not recalcutated as historical throughputs were not available. in addition, 1996 fare data
was not available. As such, El reported emissions were utilized for T-3 for 1996 & 1997 and for FL-1 for 1996.

? Based on guidance from the LDEQ permitting staff, Title v permitted emissions should be recalculated to be
consistent with the updated catculation methodotogy if the updated methodology is employed in estimating actual
emisions. As such, permitted emissions for T-4, T-13/T-6, and LOAD have been recalculated using the updated
methodology and the operating rates specified in the permit.

¥ potential emissions for T-4 and LOAD are based on the liquid throughputs experienced in 1999, which are the
highest tiquid throughputs on record. At a minimum, the potential to emit of these sources would be equal to the
recalculated actual emissions from 1999, It should be noted that the flare was not operational for a full calendar
year until 2000; therefore, the potential emissions for the flare are based on recalculated emissions for 2000.
Potential emissions for T-3, T-13/T-€ and FL-1 are equal to zero as these sources were either remaved from service
(FL-1 and T-3) or contsolled following the project (T-13/7-6)

* 1t actual emissions are above the currently perrnitted emission rates (T-4, T-13/T-6, and LOAD), only the
perrmitted rates can be credited as past actual emissions.

14999 Project VOC PSD Aralysis




Discussion
The summary table presented below presents the PSD analysis for the August- 1998 Flash Gas Recovery Project.

This PSD analysis utilizes 1996 and 1997 as the baseline years as these are the two precednng years to an-site
construction. The.average of 1996 and 1997 actual emissions for the existing flare exceed the allowable
emissions (December 1996 Title V Permit No. 2240-0009-V0), therefore, in accordance with PSD guidance as
outlined in the New Source Review Manual {October 1990), the creditable baseline emnssmns for these sources are
the allowable emission rates.

TGP Station 527
Port Sulphur, Louisiana
Flash Gas Recovery Project - NOx PSD Apalysis

Calculations prepared by: Jeff McMenis

Date: October 2005

Creditable Net NOx
1996/1997 NOx | 1996 Title V Actual NOx .| Emissions
Source | Actual Average | permitted NOx | Potential NOx | -Emissions Increase
__ID | Emissions (tpy)* | Emissions (tpy) | Emissions (tpy)’ {tpy)’ (tpy) |
FL-1 1.15 "0.55 0 0.55 -0.55
FL-1A N/A - NJA 5.35 0 5.35
I Project Retated Increases (tpy): 5.35
Project Related Decreases (tpy): -0.55
PSD Significance Threshold (tpy): 40.00
Is Project Significant for NOx? NO B

! Note that 1996 flare data was not available. As such, EI reported emissions were utilized for 1996 & flare
emissions were recalculated for 1997. i
“ 1t should be noted that the flare was not operational for a full calendar year until 2000 (highest Rare emissions
since installation); therefore, the potential emissions for the flare are based on recalculated emissions for 2000. At
a minimum, the potential emissions would be equal to the actual emissions from 2000.,

3 If actual emissions are above the currently permitted emission rates (FL-1), only the permutted rates can be
credited as past actual emissions., .

1999 Project NOx PSD Analysis




TGP Station 527
Port Sulphur, Louisiana
Flash Gas Recovery Project - CO PSD Analysis

Calculations prepared by: Jeff McMenis
Date: Octaber 2005

Discussion

The summary table presented below presents the PSD analysis for the August 1998 Flash Gas Recovery Project.
This PSD analysis utilizes 1996 and 1997 as the baseline years as these are the two preceding years to on-site
construction. The average of 1996 and 1997 actual emissions for the existing flare exceed the allowable
emissions {December 1996 Title ¥ Permit No. 2240-0009-V0); therefore, in accordance with PSD quidance as
outlined in the New Source Review Manual (October 1990), the creditable baseline emissions for these sources
are the allowable emission rates.

Creditable Net CO

1996/1997 CO | 1996 Title V Actual CO Emissions

Source | Actual Average | permitted CO Potential CO Emissions Increase
10 | Emissions (tpy)® | Emissions (tpy)| Emissions (tpy)? (tpy)® (tpy)
FL-1 3.56 2.92 0 292 -2.92
FL-1A NIA N/A 29.10 ¢ 29.10
' Project Related Increases {tpy): 29.10
Project Related Decreases (tpy): -2,92
PSD Significance Threshoid (tpy): 40.00

Is Project Significant for CO? NO

! Note that 1996 flare data was niot available, As such, E! reparted emissions were utilized for 1996 & flare
emissions were recalculated for 1997.

2 1t should be noted that the Nare was not operational for a full calendar year until 2000 (highest flare emissions
since installation); therefore, the potential emissions for the flare are based on recalculated emissions for 2000.
At 3 minimum, the potential emissions would be equal to the actual emissions from 2000.

3 If actual emissions are above the currently permitted emission rates, only the permitted rates can be credited
as past actual emissions,

1999 Project CO PSD Analysis




TGP Station 527
Port Sulphur, Louisiana
Flash Gas Recovery Project - PM PSD Analysis

, Calculations prepared'by: Jeff McMenis
i ; Date: October 2005
Discussion _ . _
The summary table presented below presents the PSD analysis for the August 1998 Flash Gas Recovery Project.
This PSD analysis utilizes 1996 and 1997 as the basefine years as these are the two preceding years to on-site
construction. '

' Creditable Net PM
: 1996/1997 PM | 1996 Title V Actual PM | Emissions
Source | Actual Average | Permitted PM Potential PM 'Emissjons .| Lncrease
1D | Emissions (tpy)| Emissions (tpy)]| Emissions (tpy)? (tpy)? -~ (tpy)
FL-1 0.67 0.08 0 0.07 -0.07
FL-1A - N/A N/A 0.59 L0 0.59
‘ Project Related Increases (tpy): 0.59
' Project Related Decreases (tpy): -0.07
PSD Significance Threshold. (tpy): 15.00
Is Project Significant for PM? NO

! Note that 1996 flare data was not available. As such, EI reported emissions were utilized for 1996 & flare
emissions were recalculated for 1997. : .

2 It should be noted that the flare was not operationa! for a full calendar year until 2000 (highest flare emissions
since installation); therefore, the potential emissions for the flare are based on recalculated emissions for 2000.
At a minimum, the potential emissicns would be equal to the actual emissions from 2000.

2 If actuat emissions are above the currently permitted emission rates, only the permitted rates can be credited
as past actual emissions. ‘

1998 Project PM PSD Analysis



Discussion

TGP Station 527
Port Sulphur, Loulsiana

Flash Gas Recovery Project - SO, PSD Analysis

Calculations prepared by: Jeff McMenis
Date: Qctober 2005

The summary table presented below presents the PSD analysis for the August 1998 Flash Gas Recovery Project.
This PSD analysis utilizes 1996 and 1997 as the baseline years as these are the two preceding years to on-site
construction. '

Creantabie Net SO,
1996/1997 SO, | 1996 Title V Actual SO; | Emissions
Source | Actual Average | Permitted SO, | Potential SO, Emissions Increase
" ID | Emissions (tpy)'| Emissions (tpy){ Emissions (tpy)° (tpy)’ (tpy)
FL-1 0.006 0.004 ’ 0 0.004 -0.004
FL-1A N/A N/A 0.05 0 0.05
Project Related Increases (tpy): 0.05
Project Related Decreases (tpy): -0.004
PSD Significance Threshold (tpy): 40.00
Is Project Significant for SO,? NO

' Note that 1996 Mare data was not available. As such, El reported emissions were utilized for 1996 & flare
emissions were recalculated for 1997,

2 1t should be noted that the flare was not operational for a full calendar year until 2000 (highest flare emissions
since installation); therefore, the potential emissions for the flare are based on recalculated emissions for 2000,

At & minimum, the potential emissions would be equal to the actual emissions from 2000.
* If actual emissions are above the currently permitted emission rates, only the permitted rates can be credited
as past actual emissions.

1999 Project SO2 PSD Analysis




TGP Station 527 !
Port Sulphur, Louisiana :
Flash Gas liecoverv Project - Contemporaneous Window .
1 |
1
' . Calculations prepared by: Jeff McMenis
: j Date: October 2005
Discussion ' ‘ |
The contemporaneous period for the Flash Gas Recovery Project has been identified as August 1993 (five years prior
to construction commencement) to March 1999 (start up of operation). In 1998 TGP installed an insignificant
storage tank. Furthermore, the LACT Installation occurred in 1995. Creditable emission increases are outlined
below. ‘ N

+ | Permitted | Potential Cre:ditable Net VOC
Baseline VOC vOC vOC Actual vOC Emissions
Actual Average | Emissions | Emissions | Emissions Increase
Project Emissions (tpy (tpy) (toy) (toy) (tpy)
LACT Installation 3521 46.73 46.73 33.12 13.61
New Oil Tank 0 : 0. Insignificant 10 Insignificant
| |
| ?
| A !

1999 Contemporaneous Window




Recalculated Permitted Emissions



TGP Station 527

Port Sulphur, Louisiana
Re-calculation of Permitted Emissions

Calculations prepared by: Jcff McMenig
Date: October 2005

Based on feedback from the LDEQ permitting staff, when actual emissions have been recalculated based on the updated
methodology, the allowable emissions (Title V permit) are also to be re-calculated based on the same methodology and the
operating rates specified in the Title V permit. The following presents the recalculated permitted emissions for the 7-6
Storage Tank, T-4 Storage Tank, and Truck Loading Activities.

Storage Tank Emissions Estimate Basis

Tank T-4, a 2,000 bbl storage tank, 15 used to store condensate prior to transfer out of facility via tanker truck. Tank 7-6, a
10,000 bb! storage tank, stores condensate pripr to transfer to Tank T-4. As flash emissions fcom the T-6 storage tank
were not authorized via the 1996 Title V permit, only working and breathing emissions are estimated in determining the
appropriate recalculated permitted emissions. From the 1998 Emissions Netting Calculations, 65.96% by weight of vapars
from the storage iank is VOC {Reference 15 HYSIS model). The USEPA's TANKS 4.0 database was used to calculate the
breathing and working losses. Liquids samgling at Station 527 (7/18/00) indicated that the condensate stored at the facility
can reach RVP 12.5 psi; therefare, vapor pressures of Gasoline {RVP13) were utilized (Concensate and Gasoline have
similar vapor pressures) in the TANKS program to estimate emissions. A Molecular Weight of 98.51 Ib/Ib.mole is utilized
based on liquids sampling conducted on 3/30/99.

Storage Tank T-6| Storage Tank T-4 |Nates

Permitted Throughputs Specified on the E1Q sheet (for each storage tank) in
(gallons) 1176000 1176000 the Title V permit.

Estimated utihzing TANKS 4.0 {utdizing vapor
Working/Breathing pressures of Gasoline [RVP13) and molecular weight
Losses (Ibs) 162548 48953 of 98.51 Ibflb.mole.

VO emussions Tor T-b are estimated by multiplying
the total cmissions gencrated by the TANKS program
by the 65.96% weight percent VOC established in the
1998 Emissions Netting Calculations. VOC emissions
for T-4 are equal 1o the emissions generated by the

Working/Breathing VOC : TANKS program as vapors from T-4 are assumed to
Emissions (Ibs} 107217 48953 be 100% VOC.
Total Emissions (tpy) 53.61 24.48

Truck Loading Emissions Estimate Basis

Condensate is transferred out of the facility using tanker trucks, which require loading. vOC emissions will occur during
these transfer operations. VOC emissions are estimated utilizing equations from AP-42, Chapter 5.2 (Marketing of
Petroleum Ligquids). Physical properties (vapor pressure, molecular weight, etc.) of the condensate are based on the
TANKS emission summary sheets. Permitted throughput is specified on the EIQ sheet in the Title V permit.

Avg. Vapor Saturation

Chemical Vapor Mol. wt. Pressure Avg. Temp Factor? Loading Loss
{ib/Ib.mole)’ (psia)’ (ceq. FY’ (Ibs/Mgally’
Condensate T 98.51 9.172 75.45 0.6 [ 12.62

Permitted Throughput|{Annual Emissions|
(Mgals) (tpy)

3528 22.25

Recalculated Permulted Emission
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Recalculated Historical Emissions
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